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AMENDMENT/RESPONSE TRANSMITTAL 

Transmitted herewith is an amendment/response for this application. 

FEES 

The fee for claims and extension of time (37 C.F.R. 1.16 and 1.17) has been 
calculated as shown below: 



CLAIMS 
REMAINING HIGHEST NO. 
AFTER PREVIOUSLY 
AMENDMENT PAID FOR 


PRESENT 
EXTRA 


RATE 


ADDIT. 
FEE 




TOTAL 17 - 20 


0 


X 

$ 


50.00 = 


= $ 


0.00 


INDEP. 3 - 3 


0 


X 

$ 


200.00 = 


= $ 


0.00 


FIRST PRESENTATION OF MULTIPLE DEP. 
CLAIM 


+ 

$ 


360.00 = 


: $ 


0.00 


TOTAL ADDITIONAL CLAIM FEE 


$ 


0.00 






GRAND TOTAL 


$ 


0.00 



FEE PAYMENT 

Authorization is hereby made to charge the amount of $0.00 to Deposit Account No. 
033975. Charge any additional fees required by thisftyaper or credit any 
overpayment in the manner authorized above. 



Date: February 13, 2006 

PILLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW PITTMAN LLP CHRISTINE jM. MCCARTHY 
P.O. Box 10500 Reg. No. 418*14 

McLean, VA 22102 
703 770.7743 




Attorney Docket: 060258-0284126 \ x Jk 
Client Reference: 201 1 374US/A/KP ^^rr^^^^ 




IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



In re PATENT APPLICATION of: TUOMO 
SYVANNE 

Application No.: 09/988,355 



Confirmation Number: 8357 



Group Art Unit: 2134 



Filed: November 19, 2001 



Examiner: Brown, Christopher J. 



Title: A PERSONAL FIREWALL WITH LOCATION DETECTION 



REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION 
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Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



Sir: 



In response to the Office Action dated November 15, 2005, please reconsider the 
patentability of the pending claim 1-11 based on the following remarks. 

Claims 1-1 1 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Freund 
(U.S. Pub. 2003/0167405). Applicant traverses the rejection because Freund fails to disclose, 
teach or suggest all the features recited in the rejected claims. For example, Freund fails to 
disclose, teach or suggest the claimed method or method of monitoring or detecting a location 
for a personal firewall based on an Internet Protocol (IP) address currently used by the client 
computer, and verifying the current location determined on the basis of the current IP address 
of the client computer by carrying out a location verification procedure with a predetermined 
network element, as recited in independent claims 1,10 and 11, respectively and their 
respective dependent claims. 

In response to Applicant's previously submitted arguments for traversing the prior art 
rejection, the Office Action has now asserted that Freund teaches a firewall with multiple 
configurations, and that selection of the particular configuration depends on the network or IP 
address that the client is connected to. However, Applicant respectfully asserts that this 
interpretation of Freund is incorrect. 

Freund expressly teaches that mobile machines connecting to various different 
addresses cannot rely solely on IP addresses to identify a network (see Freund 5 s paragraph 
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